Human activities, such as fluid injection as part of the stimulation of an enhanced geothermal system (EGS) for heat and power production, can cause damaging earthquake ground motions. A difficulty in quickly settling or rejecting insurance claims to the policy of the operator of the EGS is the lack of ground truth on the observed shaking at sites of reported damage.
Introduction

1
Heat and power production via enhanced geothermal systems (EGS) is an 2 attractive low-carbon renewable energy source and a number of tests of this 3 technology are operating (e.g. Soultz-sous-Forêts, France) or are in the plan-4 ning stage (e.g. Newberry, USA). In an EGS the permeability of a geothermal 5 reservoir is enhanced using hydraulic stimulation, which purposely induces 6 micro-earthquakes but because of existing (tectonic) may also trigger larger 7 shocks [1] . As discussed by Gardini [2] , during the Deep Heat Mining (Basel, 8 Switzerland) project a mainshock of magnitude M L 3.4 was triggered along 9 with thousands of smaller earthquakes. The shaking from these tremors 10 were cause for concern to the local population and led to the shutdown of 11 this project and insurance claims amounting to more than $9 million for 12 minor building damage (e.g. non-structural cracking). A difficulty in resolv-13 ing these insurance claims is knowing whether the observed building damage 14 was actually due to shaking caused by earthquakes induced or triggered by 15 the EGS or were actually pre-existing and only noticed after the tremors.
16
Resolution of this question requires information on two aspects: the earth-17 2 hal-00790983, version 1 -21 Feb 2013 quake shaking that the local building stock was subjected to due to the EGS 18 project, and the vulnerability of the buildings to this shaking, which could 19 be modelled using appropriate fragility curves. The second of these topics is 20 not discussed here, although fragility curves to predict cracking from high-21 frequency ground motions from shallow induced seismicity is a topic that 22 has not be widely researched and hence is ripe for investigation. This short 23 communication concerns the ability to recover the true earthquake shaking, 24 characterized by a scalar intensity measure (e.g. peak ground velocity, PGV) 25 that is useful for the prediction of building damage, based on measurements 26 from a local seismic network.
27
The advantage of having a local seismic network in a population cen- 
36
The aim of this study is to provide guidance on the number of instruments 37 required to obtain a certain detection rate of an intensity measure surpassing where h is the separation distance between points of interest) and a stan-
75
dard deviation equal to the within-event variability of the selected GMPE.
76
The exponential correlation function has been found to fit the observed spa- variability is large because of scattering due to a heterogeneous crust. 
154
The closer the ROC curve is to the 45 degree line the worse the detection 155 technique. These curves, therefore, provide a useful way of comparing the 156 ability of different densities of sensors to assess the PGVs at sites of interest.
157
The impact of increasing the density of instruments is shown in Figure 3 plaster possible) again using the same GMICEs as above [10] . By comparing that is accepted by these organizations.
221
The type of study presented here could form part of a wider cost-benefit 222 analysis that seeks to find the optimum number of instruments to install in ance on the installation of a local monitoring network. 
